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Introduction 


Brian G. Gilmartin (1940-2016), best known 
today as the initiator of research into the 
“incel” phenomenon with his 1987 tome, 
“Shyness and Love: Causes, Consequences, 
and Treatments”, proposed that one of the 
most powerful motivating forces in creating a 
happy, healthy and adaptive human being is 
involvement in a mutual, and preferably 
monogamous and exclusive, romantic love 
relationship. He argued that, in industrial 
western society with its rigid gender roles and 
high individualism, this would be especially 
true for males, claiming repeatedly 
throughout his research that “men need 
women more than women need men” 
(Gilmartin, 1978; 1987). Indeed, Gilmartin 
draws on an impressive literature in his 
published texts implying that this was quite 
likely true, at least during the period from the 
1950s through the 1980s. Additionally, as a 
liberal social activist during the “sexual 
revolution”, Gilmartin notably argued that our 
society would be happier, more functionally 
adaptive, and more capable of promoting 
mutual love relationships if they followed a 
model of sexual liberalism, premarital 
freedom, followed by monogamous marriage 
(Gilmartin, 1987). In this regard he differed 
from conservative moralists of the time, but 
also equally from many of the more radical 
voices of the 1960s and 1970s, in that he 
explicitly regarded monogamy as a superior, 
eventual outcome, though he did write 


sympathetically on “swinging” couples early 
on in his career (Gilmartin, 1978). 


This paper aims to test the validity of 
Gilmartin’s hypotheses on a societal level 
using previous research collected by Paul 
Rosenblatt during the 1960s (later 
supplemented by other researchers as well) 
on the frequency of romantic love, as well as 
data on sexuality and measures of 
“adaptiveness” from the Standard Cross- 
Cultural Sample. All the SCCS data is publicly 
available in the Database of Places, 
Languages, Cultures and Environment (D- 
PLACE) for all inquiring minds wishing to fact- 
check my research firsthand. | am more than 
grateful that this online free database exists, 
given that so many American and Western 
European social science publications are 
currently either lost entirely or hidden behind 
paywalls (a form of academic gatekeeping 
which is curiously less common in supposedly 
“unfree” and “undemocratic” nations like 
China and Russia). The existence of D-PLACE 
also allows me to avoid one of the major 
mistakes committed by cross-cultural 
researchers and anthropologists in the past, 
namely to make claims about cross-cultural 
data without actually showing their work. This 
very unfortunate and annoying trend which 
has plagued all the social sciences, but 
particularly anthropology, likely arose in part 
because of the immense effort and difficulty 
in amassing a large catalog of information, 
and then painstakingly recording it in the final 


publication. Yet, without a detailed, coded list 
of the societies used — such as that found in 
Murdock’s Ethnographic Atlas — it becomes 
much more difficult to fact-check a 
researcher’s findings, and the reader learns 
much less about the methodology and 
sampling than would be the case when there 
is greater transparency. To obviate this 
difficulty, | have provided links to all the D- 
PLACE variables used in this paper. 


Hypotheses and testing 


In attempting to understand human 
behavior on a global, cross- cultural scale, 
social scientists have become divided into 
several major “camps” or “schools”, often 
opposing one another, but probably the two 
schools that have received the most attention 
— and are popularly regarded as most bitterly 
opposed — are those who fall into the 
“anthropology camp” and those who incline 
toward the “evolutionary psychology camp”. 
To some extent, this is an artificial distinction, 
as in fact most scholars — including many of 
those who call themselves anthropologists or 
evolutionary psychologists — fall somewhere 
in between the “extremes”. The major salient 
difference that usually identifies a person as 
one or the other involves their position on the 
“nature-nurture debate”: anthropologists 
have traditionally (especially since Boaz) 
stressed the powerful impact of socialization 
and cultural norms on shaping human 
behavior within a given culture; on the other 
hand, evolutionary psychologists take a more 
biologically deterministic view whereby 
cultural norms, however they may be 
articulated, are finally not enough to override 
basic, evolved animal drives — and that in 
fact all cultures, and individual humans within 
those cultures, are more alike to each other 
in behavior and personality than the 
anthropologists seem willing to admit. At 


times, there has been a great deal of 
bitterness and infighting over the “nature- 
nurture” issue in academia, in spite of the 
fact that almost everybody does agree that 
both genetics and environment play a role. 
Anthropologists are often accused of being 
“politically correct liberals” who wish to 
sweep away the darker aspects of human 
nature under some carpet of Rousseauian 
cultural relativism, while evolutionary 
psychologists have frequently been met with 
the smears of being little more than secret 
“fascists”, “eugenicists”, or “race realists” 
pretending to be operating under the guise of 
social science and Darwinian “facts of life”. Of 
course, these smears are repeated ad 
nauseam on both sides despite the fact that a 
sizable number of prominent anthropologists 
— especially outside the West — are socially 
rather conservative, and a majority of 
evolutionary psychologists are liberal or left- 
leaning on politics. 


For the purpose of this study, 
Gilmartin’s perspective is taken as an 
example of the “anthropologist” camp. 
Although Gilmartin himself was a social 
psychologist rather than a cultural 
anthropologist, his general attitude towards 
the “nature-nurture” debate places him much 
more on the side of the average modern 
anthropologist (although, as with most actual 
anthropologists as opposed to straw-men 
created by their opponents, he did recognize 
the importance of genetics). In addition, 
Gilmartin was highly knowledgeable about 
cross-cultural ethnographic research and 
frequently cited the work of prominent 
ethnographers like Ford and Beach, Murdock, 
or the Human Relations Area Files in his 
reports. On the other hand, he relies very 
little on anything that might be considered 
“evolutionary psychology” in his two major 
extant publications — although to be fair 


modern evolutionary psychology is only as 
old as E.O. Wilson’s work during the mid- 
1970s, which was about the time Gilmartin 
was publishing much of his research. 


To provide a counterweight to 
Gilmartin’s hypotheses, | have decided to also 
test the results against the fairly extreme 
example of the “evolutionary psychology” 
camp, J. Phillipe Rushton. Of course, | 
acknowledge that there is likely to be a great 
deal of controversy and disagreement among 
contemporary evolutionary psychologists 
over including Rushton as an exemplar of 
their school of thought. Indeed, Rushton was 
a highly controversial figure, widely accused 
of promoting scientific racism and eugenics 
due to his particularly strong view of 
biological determinism. And, as | stated 
above, most evolutionary psychologists today 
like to think of themselves as being “Clinton- 


” 


era” social liberals, as critic Louis Menand 
once described Stephen Pinker. However, | 
believe that the inclusion of Rushton is 
warranted for two reasons: first, and most 
prominently, he represents a counterweight 
to Brian Gilmartin: as an extreme example of 
the “nature” side of the debate, and a 
powerful (even strident) opponent of cultural 
anthropology, while Gilmartin represents a 
very strong promoter of the theory that 
cultural values and inculcation of behaviors 
can make up for, and even trump biological 
drives; second, Rushton and Gilmartin 
disagree about virtually every single one of 
the hypotheses being tested in this current 
study. In addition, there has already been one 
very insightful article testing the validity of 
Rushton’s theory using the Standard Cross 
Cultural Sample (Peregrine, Ember and 
Ember, 2003); | hope that my present article 
will append Peregrine et al. with additional 
insights. 


What are Gilmartin’s hypotheses? 
While the disjointed and difficult writing style 
that effuses his works make it quite a task to 
tease out exactly what he expects, the 
general gist of his writing make it clear that 
he would most likely support all of the 
following propositions: 


Encouragement of heterosexual romantic 
relationships prior to marriage is a hallmark 
of a healthy, adaptive culture. 
Encouragement of premarital sexual 
experimentation is a hallmark of a healthy, 
adaptive culture. 

The first two are strongly correlated: cultures 
higher on romantic love positivity are also 
higher on sex positivity. 

People are happier and more mentally 
healthy in romance+sex positive cultures. 
Monogamy and marital institutions are 
stronger, not weaker, in romance+sex 
positive cultures. 

Homosexual behavior is less common in 
cultures where heterosexual premarital 
romance and sex is encouraged, and where 
boys and girls are not socially isolated from 
each other. 

Egalitarian social norms are more common in 
romance+sex positive cultures. 

Inculcation for aggressive behavior, 
particularly among boys, is less common in 
romance+sex positive cultures. 

Warfare and interpersonal violence is less 
common in romance+sex positive cultures. 
Corporal punishment and adult-child violence 
is less common in romance+sex positive 
cultures. 

Foreplay, and encouragement of women to 
experience orgasm, is much more common in 
romance+sex positive cultures. 
Institutionalized misogyny and male 
patriarchal power is much less common in 


romance+sex positive cultures. 


Gender segregation, both before and after 
marriage, is much less common in 


romance+sex positive cultures. 


By sharp contrast, Rushton would 
likely agree with the following: 


Romantic love, when it exists in tribal 
societies, is likely to be indicative of a “slow 
life history” and be most common among 
Mongoloid peoples living in cold climates. 
Premarital sex, when it exists in tribal 
societies, is likely to be indicative of a “fast 
life history” and be most common among 
Negroid peoples living in the African savanna. 
Fast life history societies are not likely to 
regard romantic love or monogamy highly; 
they are interested mainly in sexual pleasure. 
Slow life history societies are more likely to 
regard romantic love highly and tend towards 
monogamy, but they will restrict premarital 
sexuality due to prudish religious values. 
Monogamy and romantic love would be more 
common in advanced civilizations, sexual 
freedom would be more common in hunter- 
gatherer tribes. 

Premarital sexual freedom would be more 
common in more violent and less cooperative 
societies, due to the association with a “fast 
life history”. 

As far as adult-child violence is a “fast life 
history” trait, it might be most common in 
more sexually free societies. On the other 
hand, a certain type of adult-child violence, 
i.e. structured corporal punishment, might be 
seen as a “slow life history” trait. Opposition 
to physically punishing your children is likely 
to be just a western, white liberal thing. 
Misogyny might be more common among 
sexually free societies, in so far as men who 
are “fast life history” do not wish to 
cooperate with women and will tend to “love 
them and leave them”. However, organized 


and institutional patriarchy will be more 


common in advanced, “slow life history” 
cultures. Once again, true sexual 
egalitarianism is probably just a latte liberal 
fantasy. 

Homosexuality might be seen as a “fast life 
history” trait, at least among men, and 
therefore would tend to cluster alongside 
other forms of sexual “deviancy” like 
premarital sex and female libidinous 
behavior. 

Premarital sexual freedom would be strongly 
correlated with having an easy access to 
abundant food supply and little threat of 
famine or starvation (i.e. the situation of most 
primitive jungle or island tribes). 


Several of these above claims might 
be regarded as highly controversial with the 
conventionally “Pinkerite”, neoliberal ev- 
psych specialist; this is particularly true with 
those that impinge on race or genetic 
differences. On the other hand, many even 
conventional, non-threatening ev-psych 
scholars have no issue with the basic premise 
of hard-wired, pre-determined, hunter- 
gatherer instincts, the ‘Whig History’ 
assumption that the primitive past was dark 
and violent, and the strong conviction that 
people like Gilmartin are ‘hippies’ looking for 
some non-existent, chimerical, Rousseauian 
utopia. Many of them share the same thinly 
veiled antipathy and bias against 
anthropology, and the same implicit 
assumption that the rational, logical “adults 
in the room” know that human nature is hard- 
wired to be a game of “Survival of the fittest”, 
where the rich get richer and the poor get 
poorer within the parameters of a beautiful 
game of primitive, atavistic neoliberalism. 
Rushton may be excoriated by his peers, but 
probably more due to his phraseology and 
lack of a filter, than due to any fundamental 
disagreement that others within the field had 


with him’. In fact, it probably takes more 
“bravery” in today’s academia to defend a 
“Rousseauian” image of the past, than it does 
to viciously attack and denigrate hunter- 
gatherers — just as long as you stay away 


from overt racialism. 
Methodology 


Using the aforementioned sources of 
data (D-PLACE’s pooled list of variables using 
the Standard Cross Cultural Sample, and Paul 
Rosenblatt’s classic 1967 article for Ethnology 
“Marital Residence and the Functions of 
Romantic Love”), | attempted to quantify, as 
well as | could, the association between 
premarital sex, romantic love, and a variety 
of traits which can be seen as related to 
internal cohesion, external cohesion, and 
mental health. Of course, since the 
Rosenblatt sample was not exactly the same 
as the D-PLACE sample, | retrieved much 
better and more consistent results for 
premarital sex than | did for romantic love; 
however, by supplementing Rosenblatt’s 
original study with three more recent articles 
(deMunck et al. 2016, deMunck et a;. 2023; 
DeMunck and Koroyatev, 1999), | was able to 
demonstrate that romantic love correlated 
significantly with premarital sexual liberalism 
(thus confirming hypothesis 3 of Gilmartin’s) 
and also that both could be independently 


1 It is clear that Rushton’s use of racial 
classifications at a time when the “powers that be” 
had declared such classifications as obsolete and 
dangerous, was the reason for his poor reputation 
among his peers. His Social Darwinism, class- 
snobbery, and negative attitude towards the 
“uncivilized” peoples of the world make him no 
different from the “conventional” evolutionary 
psychologist as represented by Geoffrey Miller, 
Stephen Pinker or Lawrence Keeley. Rushton’s 
problem, though, was that he said the “quiet part 
out loud” and thus jeopardized the neoliberal 
paradigm of the 1990s, which used “post-racialism” 
and multiculturalism as smokescreens for its own 
vicious treatment of working-class people of all 
races, much as it employed platitudes of “liberal 
democracy” and “peacekeeping” to justify 
numerous regime-change wars. 


correlated with many of the very same 
variables tested in this report. 


In the “results” section of this article 
one can find a number of attached “pivot 
tables” created in Google Sheets, which 
demonstrate the correlations between 
premarital sexual liberalism and a variety of 


relevant tested variables. 


Results 


Romance, sex positivity and monogamy 


By utilizing de Munck et al, | was able 
to confirm a strongly positive relationship 
between romantic love and a preference for 
monogamy, thus confirming  Gilmartin’s 
hypothesis on this matter. Specifically, in de 
Munck et al., fully half of “nuclear- 
monogamous” societies (i.e. societies in 
which the family is independent, nuclear and 
based on monogamous marriage) were coded 
as “high romantic love”; among those which 
were “stem family-monogamous” (i.e. very 
small extended families consisting only of 
only a married couple and one set of 
grandparents), one-third were. Among “small 
extended family-monogamous” societies, 
20% were high in romantic love; although this 
is only about the same as the overall average 
of societies (about 18% of societies overall 
were high in romantic love), it was much 
higher than the percentage among limited 
polygamous (10%) or generally polygamous 
(0%) societies with the same family 
organization. In addition, about 30% of 
“nuclear, limited polygyny” societies (i.e. 
largely monogamous cultures with occasional 
polygyny, and independent nuclear family 
units) were high in romantic love. It should be 
noted, however, that of the (comparatively 


few)societies which fell under the category of 
“large extended family, monogamous”, none 
of them were high in romantic love. However, 
as only four societies overall fell into this 
category, this does not significantly impact 
the overall result that romantic love seems to 
be significantly stronger in monogamous 
cultures than polygamous ones — although 
again, some limited polygyny is conducive to 
romantic love only if it coexists with the 
independent, nuclear family organization. 
Conversely, highly polygamous 
societies are much more likely to be coded as 
having romantic love as “low” or even 
“nonexistent”. 36% of all “generally 
polygynous” cultures did not have any 
conception of romantic love, while another 
33% had only “low” levels of romantic love. 
Overall, this was true of 16% and 35% of 
cultures, respectively. In other words, while 
49% of all cultures that received a code in de 
Munck et al., were considered “moderate to 
high” in romantic love, only 31% of cultures 
where polygyny was widespread did. Among 
monogamous cultures, on the other hand, 
only one of 23 monogamous cultures (4%) 
lacked any concept of romantic love, while an 
additional 8 of 23 (35%) had low levels of 
romantic love. The remaining 61% were 
“moderate to high” in romantic love. 


Looking at the SCCS data, there 
appears to be a somewhat weak correlation 
between monogamy and premarital sexual 
freedom. By using a variable derived from 
Broude and Greene’s 1976 Ethnology article 
“Cross cultural codes on twenty sexual 
attitudes and practices”, | was able to divide 
societies up into three main categories: those 
which expected premarital sex, those which 
allowed premarital sex, and those which 
tabooed or disapproved of premarital sex 
(regardless of the strength or success of such 


taboos). And | found that Gilmartin’s 
hypothesis was supported rather weakly, 
while Rushton’s was weakly opposed. Overall, 
about 56% of cultures disapproved of 
premarital sex experience, while in 23% it 
was expected behavior. Some 21% were in 
between: they tolerated, but did not explicitly 
promote, premarital sexual behavior. On the 
other hand, there was a clear tendency for 
the monogamous societies to be less 
disapproving and more expectant of 
premarital sexual behavior, than the 
polygamous ones — although the “limited 
polygynous” societies were least approving, 
as the table below illustrates: 


Table 1: Monogamy, polygamy and premarital 
sex attitudes 


Monoga | Polyan | Polygyny Polygyny Grand 
my dry <20% >20% Total 
D 


52.38% 0.00% 59.09% 53.66% 55.38% 

E 28.57% 50.00% 18.18% 26.83% 23.08% 

T 19.05% 50.00% 22.73% 19.51% 21.54% 

ag ge 
100.00 

ALL 100.00% % 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 


Sources: premarital sex attitudes: D-PLACE 
(https://d-place.org/parameters/SCCS165#2/1 
4.3/150.1); 
polygamy:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS79#2/14.3/151.2) 


A supporter of the “evolutionary 
psychological” life history perspective might 
point to the above average percentage of 
sexually liberal societies in the high polygyny 
group; however, a difficulty with this 
hypothesis is that sexual liberalism seems to 
be greatest in the monogamous group 
(excluding the polyandry group, which only 
consists of two societies). Fully 28% of 
monogamous societies expect premarital sex 


relations to occur, which is completely at 


odds with the expectation of life history 
theory. In fact, if we take out the two 
traditionally Christian monogamous societies 
(the Irish and Amhara), both of whom 
disapprove of polygamy and_ premarital 
sexuality for religious reasons, the situation 
becomes even more clear: just 47% of non- 
Christian monogamous societies taboo 
premarital sex, while 31% expect it. 

Premarital sex positivity and 


homosexual behavior 


In one chapter of “Shyness and 
Love”, Gilmartin hypothesizes that 20th 
century conservative American dating and 
social norms might actually promote 
homosexual behavior by encouraging boys to 
spend most of their time around other boys in 
all-male peer groups?. On the other hand, 
many evolutionary psychologists will 
disagree, and maintain that homosexuality is 
likely to exist independently of gender 
segregated peer groups, and may be more 
openly expressed in more “liberal” cultures in 
general. My own analysis of the SCCS data, 
however, strongly confirms  Gilmartin’s 


opinion on the matter. 


Table 2: Frequency of homosexuality and 
premarital sex attitudes? 


48.57 74.07 
% % 59.68% 


2 Gilmartin is quick to maintain that he believes 
“true homosexuality” is an inborn trait; however, 
there are many people who engage in same-sex 
sexual acts but are heterosexual; a large portion of 
this is due to the lack of available girls for 
unmarried men in a highly sexually conservative 
society, such as the United States before the last 
few decades. 

3 Broude and Greene originally coded certain 
societies as being “homosexuality-absent”; | 
suspect that there are few, if any, societies where 
homosexual behavior never occurs, but there are 
certainly many where it is quite rare, and lacks 
social visibility. 


25.71 

E % 7.41% 17.74% 
25.71 18.52 

T % % 22.58% 


100.00 100.00 
All % % 100.00% 


Source:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS165#2/14.3/150.1) 


As can be seen above, in those 
societies where homosexual behavior does 
not regularly occur the majority are at least 
tolerant of premarital heterosexual relations; 
in those where homosexual behavior does 
occur frequently, three in four disapprove. 
Conversely, fully one-quarter of 
“homosexuality-absent” societies actively 
encourage male-female premarital relations, 
while only 7% of “homosexuality-present” 
societies do. This is an extraordinarily strong 
relationship, which appends the copious 
wealth of accounts of tribal societies in which 
pederasty and other forms of male-male 
sexual contact are employed in order to 
strengthen male solidarity against the 
“feared” women (Herdt, 1993; Gregor and 
Tuzin, 2001; Misra, 2023). It would appear 
that there is some truth in the stereotype of 
the religious fundamentalist, sexual puritan 
who is in reality a repressed homosexual. 


Premarital sexuality and warfare 


Gilmartin comes across as a staunch 
and unapologetic pacifist who fully embodies 
the popular ‘60s slogan “make love not war”. 
In his writings, we see very clear indications 
that he believes that violence and sexual 
repression are clearly related — an opinion 
that is not far off from that of the great 20th 
century anthropologist J.D. Unwin, although 
Unwin views the violence engendered by 
sexual repression as a positive force, 
domination. 


promoting conquest and 


Conversely, many evolutionary psychologists, 


and especially those who believe in life 
history theory like J. Philippe Rushton, have 
tended to view the free, easy sexual relations 
of primitive peoples as a sign of their chaotic, 
unpredictable nature. To Rushton and others, 
sexual freedom is a sign of a “fast life 
history” strategy, which betokens a lack of 
cohesion and cooperation among males, and 
a tendency’ towards’ truculence and 
interpersonal violence. On the other hand, 
more sexually conservative “slow life history” 
societies might be less internally violent, but 
many would be expected to be capable of 
expansionist war as part of a group selection 
strategy. 


A crucial underpinning factor in the 
“life history” model of aggression and group 
selection is the idea of positive and negative 
ethnocentrism. In general, research has 
revealed that “negative ethnocentrism” (that 
is, antipathy towards other groups besides 
your own) is a strong correlate of “slow life 
history” traits; people who support 
multiculturalism and cultural relativism are 
better educated, more intelligent, marry 
later, have more stable marriages, etc. This is 
one common explanation for the high support 
for multiculturalism and globalism among 
Nordic peoples, compared with Mediterranean 
or Slavic peoples (Dutton et al. 2016). On the 
other hand, the poor cohesion of “fast life 
history” peoples would seem to betoken a 
lack of “positive ethnocentrism” (that is, 
ability to cooperate or defend one’s own 
group). Indeed, before the recent rise of anti- 
patriotism as a marker of belonging to the 
“liberal class”, studies in the United States 
generally found higher support for patriotic 
values among more educated Americans — 
and studies continue to find much greater 
civic engagement in this group (see the NORC 
“General Social Survey”, freely available on 
the UC Berkeley website for online analysis). 


In order to track the frequency of war 
in traditional societies — itself one of the 
most controversial questions in anthropology, 
with many angry “flame wars” erupting on 
both sides of the issue — | considered two 
variables: the first, the level of negative 
ethnocentrism (i.e. potential hostility, which 
might lead to war); the second, the level of 
military mobilization (whether there are 
standing armies, local militias, or no military, 
the third of course synonymous with “no war” 
or a “peaceful society”). 


Gilmartin’s hypothesis regarding the 
presence or absence of military mobilization 
was strongly supported: in about three- 
quarters of the 10% or so societies where 
there was no military, premarital sex was 
either tolerated or expected. Meanwhile, 
premarital sex was disapproved in the large 
majority of societies with complex standing 
armies. It would seem that there is a great 
deal of truth in the “make love not war” 
slogan. 


Table 3: Military mobilization and premarital 
sex attitudes 


77.27% 48.44% 30.00% 57.63% 
E 15.91% 21.88% 30.00% 20.34% 
T 6.82% 29.69% 40.00% 22.03% 


All 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 


SOURCE:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS894#2/14.3/150.1) 


When it comes to premarital sex vs. 
negative ethnocentrism, or inter-group 
hostility, the expected pattern of the 
Gilmartin data does hold, but only when it 
comes to the comparatively small group of 
societies which have no hostility at all 


Half of the “no 
hostility” societies encourage premarital sex, 


towards other groups. 
and one-third tolerate it. However, about half 
of “very hostile” societies also condone 
premarital sexual relations, thus making the 
sex and 


correlation between 


“group 
somewhat more complex than what might 


premarital 


selected” ethnocentric values 
seem to be the case at first blush. 


Table 4: Outgroup hostility and premarital sex 
attitudes 


neni Grand 
very weakly ans Total 


50.00 80.00 16.67 

% 54.17% % % 100.00% 51.79% 
20.00 50.00 

E % 25.00% % 23.21% 
30.00 20.00 33.33 

T % 20.83% % % 25.00% 
100.0 100.0 100.0 

All 0% 100.00% 0% 0% 100.00% 100.00% 


SOURCE:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS1772#2/11.5/149.4) 


Premarital sexuality and adult-child 


violence 


In 1979, Gilmartin wrote a report 
(now apparently out of print) with the title 
“The Case Against Spanking”, where he 
outlined his position that all forms of corporal 
punishment are abusive and morally wrong. 
This opinion was highly controversial at the 
time and is only somewhat less so today. Yet, 
it is heavily implied (though not directly 
stated) 
punishment is likely to be a great deal less 


in his extant works that corporal 


common in more “liberal” traditional cultures, 
including (perhaps especially) more sexually 
liberal ones. Conversely, a strict 
Rushton and the 


evolutionary psychologists’ paradigm might 


interpretation of 


lead one to the opposite conclusion: as life in 
the hunter-gatherer bands was (supposedly) 
nasty, brutish and short, child training was 
likely to be handled impulsively and involve a 
good deal of beatings and poor emotional 
control on the part of the parents. 

It is abundantly clear from the 
ethnographic data that the above mentioned 
ev-psych hypothesis is completely false, and 
that the view espoused by Gilmartin is much 
fact, the 
association between corporal punishment and 


more accurate. In negative 
premarital sexuality is one of the most robust 
correlations in the literature. Premarital sex is 
disapproved in every one of the societies 
where physical punishment of children is 
known to be frequent. In addition, it is 


disapproved in about three-quarters of 
societies where the frequency is unknown. On 
the other hand, 


more than one-third of the societies where 


it is actually encouraged in 


physical punishment of children is 
nonexistent or forbidden by cultural norms. 
Another feature which is notable from the 
perspective of Gilmartin’s research is that a 
large majority (about three quarters) of the 
societies in the sample are coded as either 
lacking corporal punishment entirely or only 
utilizing it in certain rare circumstances. 
About 40% of all societies fall into the first 
category. This would confirm Gilmartin’s 
opinion (and seem to be at sharp odds with 
the dominant ev-psych belief) that corporal 


punishment is neither natural nor adaptive. 


Table 5: Corporal punishment and premarital 
sex attitudes 


Nonexiste Possibly 
nt frequent Frequent | Grand Total 
D 


37.50% 40.91% 75.00% 100.00% 52.38% 
E 37.50% 27.27% 23.81% 
T 25.00% 31.82% 25.00% 23.81% 

100.00 

All 100.00% % 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
SOURCE:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS1766#2/6.7/156.1) 
Romantic love, premarital sexual 
freedom and respect for female 


sexuality 


One very strong point articulated by 
Brian Gilmartin in his 1978 “Gilmartin Report” 
on “swinging couples”, is that female 
difficulties and dysfunctions regarding sexual 
pleasure and orgasm are learned responses 
within the framework of a western culture 
where men do not learn to properly please 
women, and women learn to suppress their 
sex drive. Of course, many evolutionary 
psychologists make the incredibly 
embarrassing mistake of assuming that 
apparent deficits in female sexual interest 
and pleasure represent biological states and 
that the woman is simply disinterested in sex 
— one of several areas in which ev psych 
helps to perpetuate Victorian pseudoscientific 
theories, and perhaps its most maladaptive 
and harmful contribution to society*. 


4 Evolutionary psychiatrists and their incel 
clientele who bloviate about the “animalistic” male 
and the “otherwordly” female are in fact promoting 
a sexual paradigm that did not exist three or four 
centuries ago. Traditionally across both western 
and eastern cultures it has been assumed that the 
woman is more /ibidinous than the man, and many 
religions have emphasized unlocking the “secret” 


One problem that has traditionally 
frustrated the anthropological study of female 
sexuality is that it is not often taken seriously, 
especially by male anthropologists. Male 
sexuality has typically been seen by both 
men and women in our culture as being “the 
thing that really matters”, since after all it is 
the man who ejaculates and thereby causes 
fertilization to occur. There are angry, strident 
mobs of so-called “feminists” like Elisabeth 
Lloyd waiting to tear apart anyone who dares 
to assert that female orgasm may have some 
adaptive potential (apparently, it is 
empowering to women to be told that they 
are defective men whose sexual pleasure 
capacity is just a useless “spandrel” of 
evolution). In fact, the most famous 
sexologist of all time, Alfred Kinsey, seemed 
to write disparagingly of the importance of 
the female orgasm, claiming it wasn’t really 
that important to a woman’s happiness or 
satisfaction with marriage and life. Today, we 
are increasingly aware how absurdly wrong 
Kinsey was. A woman’s consistent sexual 
pleasure has been found, over and over 
again, to have a profound impact on her 
quality of life, health, longevity, physical 
attractiveness, sleep quality, sleep latency, 
marital satisfaction, life satisfaction, mental 
stability, and treatment of her offspring. By 
contrast, the truly anorgasmic woman has 


of female sexuality, particularly the healing power 
of female ejaculatory fluid. Such a perspective can 
be found in Taoism, Tantric Buddhism, some forms 
of Islam, and many tribal societies like the 
Trobriand Islanders and the Rundi. When Donald 
Symons arrogantly projected his outdated model 
that sex is something “that women have and men 
want” onto other cultures and time periods, he 
effectively steered the conversation away from the 
“Eastern consciousness” that had been engendered 
by the 1960s counterculture, in favor of a much 
more grim and puritanical view based on secular 
scientism. The damage that this mechanistic 
ideology has done to humanity since then is 
apparent in the huge numbers of young women 
taking puberty blockers and insisting on being 
referred to with special pronouns. Symons and his 
ilk bear a great deal of responsibility for the 
problems of the modern West, and the public 
cannot afford to be ignorant of the tremendous 
danger that they pose to our collective sanity. 
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been found time and time again to be 
unhappy, uncooperative, mentally unstable, 
physically sickly, prone to insomnia and other 
sleep disorders, moody, and abusive towards 
children. In fact, as is so often the case, 
research has increasingly come to the same 
conclusion that Taoists, Tantric Buddhists, 
medieval Muslims and many tribal societies 
have come to many thousands of years ago 
that a woman MUST be provided regular 
sexual satisfaction or she will sow chaos and 
destroy those around her. 


Broude and Greene, the source of 
many of the codes used in this study, were 
one of only a handful of anthropologists who 
attempted a serious study of foreplay 
techniques used by other cultures. The other 
main investigator into primitive foreplay was 
William Davenport, who demonstrated a 
typically dismissive “whig history” attitude 
and more or less implied that concern with a 
woman’s orgasm was something only done 
by western liberals and a few Polynesian 
societies (Davenport, 1977). Davenport was 
unsurprisingly one of Donald Symons’ most 
trusted sources in compiling his infamous 
“Evolution of Human Sexuality”, a tome 
which may very well go down in history 
alongside the “Malleus Maleficarum” or “Mein 
Kampf”. Unlike Davenport®, Broude and 
Greene attempted to do their best to peruse 
the relevant ethnographic data, and unlike 
Davenport, they showed their work. Slightly 
over half of the societies which were coded at 


all in their sample (which overall wasn’t 


5 Some might object that | am being unfair to 
Davenport, but those objectors have likely not read 
firsthand the article where he outlines his theory of 
a supposed “lack” of tribal foreplay. It is almost 
entirely based on abstraction and relies on a 
cherry picked sample of just four or five societies. 
Meanwhile, Broude and Greene painstakingly 
searched through all the ethnographies available in 
the Human Relations Area Files and made sure to 
leave no stone unturned in devising their coding 
scale. And of course, as | have already mentioned, 
they showed their work while Davenport merely 
huffed and puffed. 


many, given most anthropologists’ lack of 
concern for foreplay and female sexuality) 
were coded as participating “extensive 
foreplay”, indicating that the notion of the 
primitive female as a passive object during 
the “act of nastiness” is purely a western 
male fantasy. 


It shouldn’t be terribly surprising that 
this project found a positive correlation 
between premarital freedom and the 
existence of non-penetrative, pre-coital 
sexual activity designed to stimulate the 
female partner. In fact, what surprised me 
was that the correlation was so weak; indeed, 
there were quite a few sexually liberal 
societies where foreplay was not widely 
practiced. Overall, however, 60% of the 
foreplay-positive cultures either encouraged 
or tolerated premarital sex; only half of the 
foreplay-absent cultures did. This would, of 
course, seem to promote Gilmartin’s theory; 
to Gilmartin, the “swinging couples” were 
characterized by their high degree of respect 
for female sexuality compared to the strait- 
laced control group. And in this study, the 
societies which accepted a more liberal 
understanding of sexuality also understood 
that it was best enjoyed by both partners if 
pains were taken to “warm up” the female 
partner. 


Table 6: Pre-coital foreplay and premarital 
sexual freedom 


Grand 
Absent | Minimal Total 
D 50.00% 0.00% 40.00% 38.71% 


E 33.33% 25.00% 26.67% 29.03% 
T 16.67% 75.00% 33.33% 32.26% 


100.00 100.00 100.00 
Alll % % % 100.00% 
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SOURCE:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS162#2/23.4/150.0) 


| suspected, and to a good degree confirmed, 
that the association between _pre-coital 
foreplay and romantic love would be stronger 
than that between pre-coital foreplay and 
sexual freedom. While there was not a good 
way to test many of the variables in the study 
against romantic love, foreplay was an 
exception because of the very small number 
of societies coded. | independently checked 
all of the societies coded in Broude and 
Greene’s study against Rosenblatt’s romantic 
love ratings, and came up with the following 
results: 


Table 7: Pre-coital foreplay and romantic love 


Pre- Present 
marital 
foreplay 


Romantic Mongo Toda (9) 
love score | (18) Lepcha 

Trobriands (4) 

(18) 

Tuareg 

(18) 

Goajiro 

(13) 

Nahane(12 

) 

Alor (11) 

Chukchi 

(11) 

Ifugao (4) 


SOURCE:Rosenblatt (1967). 


The overall average for foreplay- 
present societies was 13, while for minimal 
societies it was 6.5 and 5 in societies where 
foreplay was absent. This would imply that, 
although the sample was quite small, there 
was a Significant association between stated 
presence of foreplay and romantic love. In 
addition, the average score of 13 among 
foreplay-present societies is much higher 
than the average overall Rosenblatt score of 
9.70 for the 75 societies coded in his sample. 


This would seem to be overwhelming 
evidence for romantic love specifically, more 
than sexual freedom, as a catalyst for the 
promotion of female sexuality within society. 


Because new data has come to light since the 
publication of Broude and Greene’s original 
article, | decided to add a few other societies 
for which | have good, solid evidence of 
foreplay (or its absence) as well. These 
additions, shown in parentheses in the table 
below, do result in a slightly different finding 
than the one above. Specifically, the average 
romantic love rating for the “foreplay 
present” societies is now merely 11.8, which 
is still higher than Rosenblatt’s overall 
average but not exorbitantly so. Meanwhile, 
the average among foreplay-absent societies 
has moved up to 9, due to the presence of 
the Mundurucu and the Burmese. 


Table 8: Adjusted pre-coital foreplay and 
romantic love 


Pre- Present 
marital 
foreplay 


Romantic Mongo (18) Toda (9) Mundurucu 
love score | Trobriands Lepcha (13) 
(18) (4) Burmese (13) 
Tuareg (18) Irish (9) 
Wogeo (15) Manus (1) 
Goajiro (13) 
Nahane(12) 
Alor (11) 
Chukchi (11) 
Gond (6) 
Ifugao (4) 
Murngin (4) 


SOURCE:Rosenblatt (1967); Spiro (1978); 
Murphy and Murphy (2004); Elwin (1947). 


Socialization for aggression, romantic 


love and premarital sexual freedom 
As a cultural critic focused on 


improving the state of affairs in modern 
American society, Gilmartin is quite adamant 
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that the training and socializing of boys for 
aggression and competition entails many 
negative consequences for those boys who 
are NOT aggressive or competitive. In 
contemporary academic jargon he is a fierce 
critic of “toxic masculinity”. In contrast, 
evolutionary psychologists very often 
describe such training as inevitable, 
universal, and related to biologically based 
sex differences in aggression and 
competition. And even Gilmartin admits that 
a large majority of males do in fact possess a 
“male temperament” characterized by a 
desire for rough and tumble games, quick, 
decisive thinking, and social assertiveness. 
He is, of course, concerned with those men 
who do not fit with the majority, and is of the 
opinion that (contrary to the “black pill” of ev 
psych which sees such men as doomed to 
“inceldom” from a biological standpoint) they 
can be saved from such a bitter fate by the 
collapse of the rigid, toxically masculine 
values system as the United States has 
inculcated in its youth®. 


Barry et al. (1976) coded a large 
number of traits inculcated in childhood in 
their excellent article, which of course goes 
by the very fitting name, “Traits Inculcated in 
Childhood”. One of these traits was 
aggression. Interestingly, in many societies, 
there was little or no difference in aggression 
training between girls and boys, implying that 
the United States may be unusual in its rigid 
gender expectations. It has long been known 
that “tomboys” are highly regarded in many 


6 Personally, my opinion is somewhere between 
Gilmartin’s and that of conventional ev-psych. | 
think it is clear from Gilmartin’s and other’s work 
that involuntarily celibate men would likely have 
died in infancy during an age of pre-industrial 
selection due to their very poor physical health. But 
at the same time it is clear that some amount of 
“girly man” behavior has been tolerated in a large 
number of traditional non-western societies — 
although nowhere near as much as “tomboyish” 
behavior has been tolerated in women and girls. 
Curiously, society has largely moved in the 
direction that Gilmartin wanted, and yet the incel 
problem is the worst it’s ever been. 


traditional cultures. And there is evidence 
that (more rarely) “girly men” may be 
accepted in some contexts. In order to arrive 
at these conclusions, however, | looked 
specifically at aggression training in boys, 
which is hypothesized by Gilmartin to be 
related to sexual conservatism and rigidity. 


The results indicated a rather weak 
confirmation of Gilmartin’s hypothesis. 
Societies in which boys were taught to be 
more aggressive were slightly more 
disapproving of premarital sexual freedom 
than in those where male socialization for 
aggression was below average. However, | 
believe there is a reason that this correlation 
is not stronger: generally speaking, in most 
nonwestern cultures, when boys are 
socialized for aggression, so are girls. 
Therefore, the mere presence of aggressive 
and assertive behavior is not a very good 
proxy for the existence of western-style 
patriarchal traditional gender role 
socialization. In fact, in many cases, more 
assertive and aggressive girls might be more 
likely to be sexually uninhibited. While | did 
not look at a correlation for the purpose of 
this study, in future | may research the 
relationship between sexual freedom and 


female socialization for aggression. 


Table 9: Male socialization for aggression and 


premarital sexual freedom 


Grand 
Below Average Above Total 


D 44.44% 53.33% 57.41% 53.15% 
E 33.33% 16.67% 24.08% 24.32% 
T 22.22% 30.00% 18.51% 22.52% 


100.00 100.00 
All % 100.00% 100.00% % 
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SOURCE:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS300#2/14.3/149.4) 


Psychological adaptation, romantic love 
and sexual freedom 


One of the most difficult metrics to 
test in any culture, but especially tribal 
nonwestern cultures, is the degree of 
psychological adaptation. Mental health vs 
mental illness can be measured only 
subjectively, and in fact definitions of what 
constitutes mental illness is quite varied 
across cultures. Because of the bewildering 
nature of the task of attempting to quantify 
mental health in tribal cultures, | decided to 
use what is probably the best (albeit still a 
highly imperfect) proxy for measuring the 
degree of psychological and social 
adaptation: the prevalence of suicide. Of 
course, the suicide rates have been compiled 
for only a fairly small number of traditional 
societies. Masumara (1977) contains an 
excellent list of suicide prevalence in 35 
premodern cultures, which has been 
appended by Ember and Ember (1992) with 
additional data from the SCCS. 


Romantic love is popularly perceived 
aS promoting depression and suicidal 
behavior, if it is not reciprocated. In 
Gilmartin’s incel sample, more than one third 
of the men interviewed had seriously 
considered suicide, and almost all were highly 
depressed. At the same time, Gilmartin and 
others have predicted that being involved in a 
mutual love relationship might significantly 
improve mental health. This is hypothesized 
to be more true for men than women because 
“men need women more”, although | strongly 
suspect that this gender difference is a 
culture-bound phenomenon rather than a 
human universal. The relation between sexual 


freedom and romantic love might be less 


clear, however, except that both Gilmartin’s 
hypothesis and the findings of de Munck et al. 
imply a strong correlation between the two. 


The data | compiled indicates that 
sexual freedom is associated with more not 
less suicide. Part of this may be due to the 
greater individualism associated with sexually 
liberal societies. Curiously, a large majority of 
the codeable societies in which premarital 
sex is “tolerated” but not encouraged are in 
the middle in terms of suicide rates. | am not 
sure why this would be the case. Regardless, 
this is an instance where Gilmartin’s 
hypothesis is clearly not supported by the 
data. 


Table 10: Suicide and premarital sexual 


freedom 
Grand 
Moderate Total 

D 50.00% 44.82% 56.76% 51.43% 
E 50.00% 13.80% 29.73% 24.29% 
T 41.38% 13.51% 24.29% 
Grand 100.00 100.00 100.00 
Total % 100.00% % % 


SOURCE:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS1669#2/14.2/151.1) 


Utilizing the Masumara data allows 
me to get a glimpse into a non-SCCS sample 
which I was able to correlate alongside 
Rosenblatt’s non-SCCS romantic love sample. 
The results are reproduced in the table below: 


Table 11: Suicide prevalence and romantic 


love 


Suicide Very low Moderate 
rating 


Yahgan Tuareg(18) Crow(16) Ojibwe (20) 


(19) Creek(15) Trobrianders(1 


Andamanes Toda(9) 8) 

e (11) lroquois(1) Iban(17) 
Jivaro(17) 
Rwala(17) 
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Samoan(13) 
Chukchi(11) 


SOURCE: Masamura(1977); Rosenblatt(1967) 


What is immediately apparent is the 
following: 1) suicide rates are on average 
much higher in Masumara’s than Ember and 
Ember’s data (although they are much higher 
among the sample that was a/so coded by 
Rosenblatt than average as well); 2) romantic 
love is much more common among the 
societies coded in both Rosenblatt and 
Masumara than those merely coded in 
Rosenblatt; 3) there is a slight positive 
correlation between romantic love and 
suicide. For instance, the average romantic 
love rating for “high suicide” societies is a 
strikingly high 16.1, while the average for 
“very low” societies is 15 — still a high 
number, but a slightly lower one. All suicidal 
profiles of societies, however, receive much 
stronger romantic love ratings than do 
societies where suicide is uncoded.While this 
data does not tell us a great deal, it would 
certainly indicate that there is no protective 
effect of romantic love on mental health and 
suicidality, and in fact there might be a slight 
harmful effect. 


Patriarchal gender roles, romantic love 


and premarital sexual freedom 


The final variable | have attempted to 
look at is the prevalence of patriarchal 
gender roles and male dominance in sexual 
freedom and romantic love. The latter has, of 
course, been independently found in 
numerous studies to be negatively related to 
patriarchal gender roles; in other words, more 
gender equality equals more romantic love 
(or vice versa). The former is exactly what 
Gilmartin, and probably most other 
anthropologists and social scientists would 


hypothesize as well, although some followers 


of Rushton and others might argue for the 
universality of male dominance and “the 
inevitability of patriarchy”. And it is not 
surprising that, when we look at the 
ethnographic record, we find that there is in 
fact a very robust correlation between 
premarital sexual freedom and the presence 


or absence of male domination. 


Table 12: Ideology of male supremacy vs. 


premarital sexual freedom 


Grand 
Total 
D 46.15% 60.00% 68.18% 54.55% 
E 28.21% 20.00% 18.18% 24.24% 


T 25.64% 20.00% 13.64% 21.21% 


100.00 100.00 100.00 
All 100.00% % % % 


SOURCE:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 
parameters/SCCS1767#2/11.5/149.4) 


Discussion 


Modern scholarship has been 
marinated in the presuppositions of the 
neoliberal paradigm for so long that a 1960s 
“sexual revolution” perspective like 
Gilmartin’s now seems quaint, antiquated, 
naive and silly today. “We now know”, thanks 
to “science”, that people in the past lived 
brutish, nasty and short lives, before the West 
saved them with the post-Cold War capitalist 
system and liberal democracy. Therefore, it is 
highly problematic that the results of this 
study raise such serious red flags for a 
Pinkerite, neoliberal understanding of the 
past. | suppose this present study must just 
be some sort of “Russian propaganda” sent to 
undermine our democracy. 

seriousness, the 


In all project 


undertaken here deals a major blow to the 
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already shaky foundations of evolutionary 
psychology, and seems to indicate that many 
of the supposedly “naive” and “Rousseauian” 
social scientists of the counterculture era 
may have more insights than meet the eye. 
On most of the tested variables, Brian 
Gilmartin’s anthropological perspective 
received much firmer support than did the 
hypotheses of J. Philippe Rushton or the other 
main voices in evolutionary psychology. This 
does not mean that evolutionary psychology 
is useless and ought to be rejected, by any 
means. But it would seem to imply that, while 
it is not yet clear that “men need women 
more than women need men” as Gilmartin 
likes to claim, it is clear that “ev psych needs 
anthro more than anthro needs ev psych”. 
And before the reader begins to make the 
accusation that | am relying on anthropology 
to prove anthropology, let it be known that 
the methodology developed in cross-cultural 
research has been demonstrated to have a 
huge degree of predictive power in 
understanding modern sociology and cross- 
cultural psychology as well (Bahrami-Rad et 
al. 2021). | do not believe the same can be 
said about most of the findings contained in 
the works of Satoshi Kanazawa, Stephen 
Pinker, Donald Symons, or John Tooby, 
though | look forward to being proven wrong. 


The present study allows one to draw 
up a profile of what a romantic, sexually free 
“paradise” (like the one proposed by 
Gilmartin and many others of his time) would 
look like. Compared to an unromantic, 
sexually unfree society, it would likely be less 
violent, more egalitarian, less likely to 
condone adult-child violence, entail more 
monogamous post-marital behavior, and less 
homosexual behavior before and after 
marriage. It is also slightly likelier to lack 
strong socialization for aggression and may 


be somewhat more open to stimulating 


female sexual response via pre-coital play. 
On the other hand, individuals in such a 
society may experience heightened internal 
turbulence during romantic rejection, which 
might lead to more depression and suicide. 


APPENDIX: 


romantic love, and premarital sexual 


Individualism-collectivism, 


freedom 


Individualism is often disparaged in 
modern times by those on the “Based 
Zoomer” dissident right, and there are a good 
many valid critiques of the modern, western 
individualistic model. However, all forms of 
individualism do not need to be woefully 
maladaptive, and in fact in many traditional 
societies individualism is a great deal more 
“positive” in its results, than it is in our 
culture. This is because individualism is 
strongly associated with the concept of an 
“internal locus of control”, that is to say a 
strong belief in free will and the powerful 
potential of the human being. However, this 
does not mean that collectivism or group 
orientation is in any way “lesser”; there are 
many positive and adaptive aspects to a 
group orientation, and even to some forms of 
“external locus of control” or fatalism, if done 
right (the hard determinism associated with 
the secular left is, however, consistently and 
completely maladaptive). In effect, it would 
do both the collectivist left and the collectivist 
right good to note that there is not 
necessarily one model for the structuring of 
society that is necessarily superior to any 
other, although there are some consistently 
adaptive or maladaptive patterns. It is true 
that modern usurious capitalism is 
consistently maladaptive, but this is not a 
reflection on any and all forms of 
individualism. 
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Although Barry et al. do not include 
any excellent or perfect metric of Table 13: Sexual freedom before marriage 
individualism that is readily available via the and level of individualistic socialization 
standard cross-cultural sample, | focused on 


probably the best metric for individualistic Collectivist ‘In between |Individualist Grand Total 


inculcation - namely, the attempt to instill in D 70.18% 52.63% 34.48% 57.14% 
children a sense of self-reliance. Meanwhile, E 19.30% 15.79% 34.48% 22.86% 
inculcation for obedience is a good marker of T 10.53% 31.58% 31.03% 20.00% 
collectivist orientation. If a society regards All 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
self-reliance as more important than 

obedience, | will consider it an individually SOURCE:D-PLACE(https://d-place.org/ 

oriented society, while if the opposite is true, combinations/ 

it was coded a group oriented society. | SCCS309_ SCCS325 SCCS165#2/14.2/145.5) 


decided to focus on the level of individualism- 
collectivism in later childhood for girls only: 


the reason for this is that girls are usually less The robustness of this finding would 


inculcated to individualism and more to seem to indicate that individualism and 


collectivism in society than boys, thus collectivism might serve as some sort of 


potentially leading to a more robust hidden “X factor” underpinning many of the 


correlation. It is for the same reason that | other findings of the present study. It is 


decided to choose later rather than earlier 
childhood. 


widely known that, on both a personal and 
societal level, possessing an “internal locus of 


control” is associated with greater sexual 


Conventional wisdom would tend to liberalism, lower religious fundamentalism, 


indicate that both romantic love and less violent behavior and more internal 


premarital freedom would be strongly emotional stability 


associated with greater individualism, and 
indeed this is exactly what we find in the Works cited 
data. While it is outside the scope of this 


research to attempt to correlate Rosenblatt’s 


romantic love protocols with my own The Adapted Mind: Evolutionary Psychology 


individualism - collectivism measurement, it and the Generation of Culture. United 


is notable that premarital freedom (which | Kingdom, Oxford University Press, 1995. 
noted above correlates very strongly with 


romantic love) is one of the most robust Afsahri, Poorandokht, et al. “Do Sleeping 


predictors of individualism and collectivism Disorders: Impait Sexual Function in Married 


re f i i ? 
across cultures. In addition, it ought to be Iranian Women of Reproductive Age? Results 


from a Cross-Sectional Study.” Psychiatry 
Journal, Hindawi Limited, 2018, pp. 1-7. 


noted that romantic love orientation has been 
related by numerous scholars to be a sign of 


extreme cultural individualism when 


operating in small-scale, hunter gatherer Bahrami-Rad, Duman, et al. “Tabulated 


aa ? i idi 
soćieties aswell. Nonsense? Testing the Validity of the 
Ethnographic Atlas.” Economics Letters, 


Elsevier BV, July 2021, p. 109880. 
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